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Please find attached the draft minutes from the Agency Scoping Meeting held at the BLM Anchorage field office on 
February 6, 2013. Also included in this note are three attachments: the sign-in sheet, the Donlin Gold presentation, 
and the ADEC submission.
 
We made a big effort to capture comments, but inevitably some slipped through. We do anticipate that agencies will 
be submitting written scoping comments, and those would supersede the briefing provided during this meeting.
 
As with Minutes from the routine Cooperating Agency Meetings, we would like to offer you an opportunity to 
provide edits.  Please make changes  in Track Changes, and return your files to me by Wednesday, February 20, 2013.
 
Thank you very much.
 
Taylor Brelsford
Senior Environmental Scientist/Planner
URS Corporation
700 G St., Suite 500
Anchorage, AK 99501
Direct: 907-261-6705
Fax: 907-562-1297
Cell: 907-244-2992
 

This e-mail and any attachments contain URS Corporation confidential information that may be proprietary or privileged. If you 
receive this message in error or are not the intended recipient, you should not retain, distribute, disclose or use any of this 
information and you should destroy the e-mail and any attachments or copies.
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Donlin Gold Project EIS 

Agency Scoping Meeting 

Anchorage, BLM Anchorage Field Office 

Wednesday, February 6, 2013, 1 pm – 5 pm. 

Meeting Notes 

Attendance  

As noted below. Sign-in sheets attached. 

Introductory Remarks 

Glen Justis provided opening remarks in his capacity as moderator/facilitator for the meeting. He 

welcomed the participants, and noted that the Corps leads an independent review of the proposed 

project from Donlin Gold. The Corps is responsible for the NEPA process and for ensuring that 

the requirements of our public interest review, the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines, and a number of 

Federal laws, regulations, Executive Orders, and guidance documents are met. The Corps is the 

independent decision maker for decisions, based on the EIS, and the Corps will focus on key 

regulatory issues. At the same time, the Corps will ensure that other Federal, Tribal, State, and 

local needs and requirements are addressed in the document. This scoping meeting should focus 

on identifying issues and concerns of each of your agencies’ or Tribes’ trust responsibilities, 

legal requirements and so on, so as the EIS is developed the consequences of project impacts can 

be addressed. [This summary is paraphrased and condensed from Glen’s written comments]. 

Part 1: The Donlin Gold Presentation 

Stan Foo, Nick Enos, James Fueg, and Kurt Parkan presented a detailed overview of the Donlin Gold 

Project.  A copy of the slides is attached to these notes. 

Questions Regarding the Donlin Presentation: 

Q. Robert Golley, Chuathbaluk Traditional Council: How do you plan to use the expertise from 

Barrick in Nevada to adapt it to Alaska, especially regarding mercury abatement? 

A: We have some of the design applied to Nevada operation. They have retrofitted and advanced some of 

that design experience. For example, Gold Strike just redid their mercury abatement systems. You have to 

accommodate different water, temperate, air temp, ore components. In some ways it is easier in Alaska 

because of the cooler temperatures for air and water. 

Q. Father Michael Fredericks, Chuathbaluk Traditional Council: How do we [as employees of the 

Traditional Council] work better with Donlin and with our Village Corporations and our Regional 

corporations so that we can solidify your community goals (fostering youth, encouraging them to stay in 

school, get jobs as engineers or truck drivers at the mine)? We have the opportunity to establish a better 

approach so that kids have opportunities. You have a 90% shareholder hire rate. I hope this process will 

see a more cohesive strategy at a local level to encourage kids to have better futures whether they go into 

mining or not. Please keep that in mind. 

A: We couldn’t agree with you more. That’s part of our workforce advocacy process. We will develop a 

talent bank well in advance of the time we would hire people. 
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Part 2: Agency Presentations  

Don Kuhle, Corps – To meet the agency responsibilities under Section 10 of the Rivers and 

Harbors Act and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, the  Corps has three tasks: the NEPA 

analysis, the Public Interest Review, and determination of the Least Environmentally Damaging 

Practicable Alternative (LEDPA) under the 404 (b)(1) Guidelines. These responsibilities focus 

on protecting the navigable waters and waters of the U.S. (i.e. wetlands). For potentially affected 

aquatic resources, the EIS must identify the measures to avoid, minimize and mitigate impacts. 

Under the new 2008 mitigation rules, this may include a mitigation bank, in-lieu fee mitigation, 

and the applicants own wetlands mitigation efforts.    

Allen Bittner, BLM Anchorage Field Manager – The 6 BLM specialists were introduced, and 

Alan noted that the BLM consolidate their comments and provide them in writing. 

 Molly Cobbs, NEPA Coordinator – Many of the key issues have been identified in 

public scoping the Iditarod trails technical session. These include barge traffic, subsistence 

practices, and wildlife population impacts close to the mine operations if workers start hunting 

nearby. New issues include the source of gas for the pipeline, funding for pipeline, practical step 

to insure effective monitoring in perpetuity. How is the cyanide being transported to the mine? 

On the NEPA process, what will be the Corps’ process to carry issues forward it into the 

analysis, and what role would the cooperators have in this? 

 Merlyn Scheleske, Fisheries Biologist – The EIS must address containment barges up & 

down river and workforce needed for it, bank erosion rates, changing river alignment, and the 

risk of increased turbidity from barge traffic.  What would be the impact to belugas related to 

Cook Inlet gas transport? Are there other alternatives to get fuel to the site? Chinook numbers 

have been really low. They could be listed in the future. 

 Bruce Seppi, Wildlife Biologist – There are many different concerns about barge traffic. 

There are areas above Aniak where you can’t even pass with a skiff; I have seen barges wait for 

more water. Since you’re linking 4 barges together, that’s actually 12 a day. How much cyanide 

are you using (tons in the life of the mine) and what are spill contingencies for it? 

 Kevin Keeler, Iditarod Trail Specialist – The scope of this project is very large. 

Communities want a spur pipeline out to them, how would this be considered? The Iditarod is 

collocated from Old Skwentna to Rainy Pass checkpoint. When you do NEPA and Section 106 at 

the same time, you need to identify avoidance, minimize and mitigation measures. This hasn’t 

been communicated to the public yet. The removal of vegetation will result in visual degradation 

of the trail. The treatment of fill could impact trail users. Illegal use of the corridor will be a 

concern. The EIS should consider the alternative of HDD under Iditarod.  

Jenny Blanchard, Cultural Resource Specialist – The agencies are working together to 

develop a Programmatic Agreement for Section 106. We want to make sure scope of analysis of 

impacts to cultural resources appropriate. It should include indirect effect (i.e., erosion on 

Kuskokwim) on resources.  

Mark Jen USEPA Region 10 – EPA reviewed many important issues, including: 

• all cooperators should be involved in the P&N;  

• agencies should have a role in alternatives development, starting with criteria;  

• criteria for LEDPA;  
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• life cycle economic costs;  

• integrate Section 106 and Clean Water Act processes so you have a coordinated decision;  

• financial assurance strategy is critical and the EIS could be rated poorly if this is absent;  

• failure of any mining facilities (e.g. overflowed lake, dam failure);  

• acid rock drainage & leeching – compared to other mineralized areas in Alaska and 

Lower 48; 

• open pit lake and impacts of overflow; 

• adequacy of air quality data including hazardous air pollutants (e.g. mercury and new 

2010 EPA mercury emission standards);  

• efficiency of mercury capture in the abatement processes, fugitive mercury, estimated 

exposures, mobilization and interaction with wind erosion 

• methylation of mercury in wetlands is seasonally variable so adequate data should be 

collected;  

• pipeline crossings – make sure the streams are characterized;  

• quantity and source of water that will be withdrawn for construction of all facilities (e.g. 

Port, roads);  

• pipeline construction in winter, how is hydrostatic test conduct, disposal of test waters, 

drilling muds from HDD sites?;   

• wetlands need functional wetlands assessment as a basis for mitigation;  

• Kuskokwim River erosion, loss of cultural resources, shallow areas affecting barge 

transportation, size of barges, any planned dredging; 

• Fish populations, contamination resulting from legacy mines in the drainage 

• hazardous material planning (underground injection well);  

• ballast water and invasive species, including the national legal framework and the Coast 

Guard’s jurisdiction;  

• blasting management plan for the pipeline;  

• cultural impacts to communities transitioning from subsistence to cash, especially in the 

post-mining scenario;  

• access to traditional use areas;  

• use Traditional Ecological Knowledge to help guide avoidance of direct resource 

impacts;  

• Environmental Justice and “meaningful engagement” for the communities, including 

adequate Yup’ik language translation; more outreach, more fact sheets, workshops 

• HIA and protection of children from health & safety risks;  

• For cultural resource impact assessment, insure adequate consultation with the tribes; 

• more issues will follow with the letter, 

Phil Brna, USFWS – Official comments will be submitted in writing. The Service acts under 

the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, as well as specialized authorities under MMPTA, ESA, 

Bald Eagle Protection Act, MMPA, ANILCA in regard to subsistence, and the mandates for the 

Yukon Delta NWR. 

Jeff Bruno, ADNR Office Project Management & Permitting – There is direct communication 

with all of the departments to simplify coordination with all the State agencies. We will put 

comments in writing in the future. The state is interested in clarification on the Rapid Ecoregion 
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Assessment (REA). We hope to avoid duplication of effort or see conflicting information emerge 

from the NEPA and REA exercises.  

 Lee McKinley ADF&G Division of Habitat – Our department exercises authority over 

anadromous streams, and critical habitat areas (pipeline areas). We will submit comments in 

writing. 

Sarah Yoder, ADHSS Health Assessment Program – The HIA is an independent 

technical exercise, but it will be integrated into the health section. A lot of our issues have been 

mentioned during scoping, including work force influx, increased economic development. 

Vulnerability (suicide, alcohol) is high in the region. We don’t want the project to make new 

health challenges, and instead the EIS should consider whether the project provides an 

opportunity to improve health in the project area. 

Gary Mendivil ADEC Commissioners Office – NEPA is a process law, not an 

environmental law, and interagency fluency and coordination is, key. We all need to learn where 

the various agency authorities overlap and where those authorities might conflict. We must 

educate each other on how we work through processes and how our procedures work. There are 

so many technical pieces, and we must all act as translators for each other. Gary gave an example 

of a meeting on the North Slope, in which the many meanings of the term “oil spill” became 

apparent.  For industry, the term implied as little as 2 drops; for EPA, it was 5 gallons; and for 

the whaling captains, it implied a spill the size of the Exxon Valdez. That’s how challenging it 

will be when you’re not speaking the same language 

ADEC is mostly a permitting authority while NEPA looks at the total picture. The ADEC 

submission was shown on the screen, and Gary discussed the example of specific air quality 

permits, linked to a larger set of related NEPA analysis topics. The ADEC submission is attached 

to these notes.  

Lisa Feyereisen, Chuathbaluk Tribal Administrator – The scoping process is taking place 

right now but there is not a definite pipeline route. There are still studies on the Jones 

Realignment, for example, so we can’t really do an adequate job on scoping these issues. The 

barge traffic in the National Wildlife Refuge may impact migratory birds, right next to the water. 

Waves continue for a long period of time, following passage of the barge. With subsistence nets, 

you don’t fish when a barge is out there. It is so dangerous to follow behind the barge. If 

someone has to access emergency services, you might need to get in a boat to go to the next 

village. It could quadruple the time it takes to access emergency services. We are suffering from 

low Chinook runs in the last few years. There are trends in the Chinook population, but they 

haven’t looked at the smolt survival and the relation to water level. The barge traffic could be 

related to low smolt survival. This is a difficult study, but would be important to capture the 

information. We are also concerned about contamination to sculpin below the project site 

[referring to a study of mercury contaminants in fish tissue, conducted by the BLM in relation to 

the reclamation effort at Red Devil.] If it’s already an issue from past mines, then the mine will 

add to the contamination. Migratory waterfowl would land on tailing pile. What about dust from 

trucks, and how can water be used to suppress dust in the winter? What is the financial assurance 

strategy to address health impacts after the mine closes? There’s no money set aside for the 

workers that have higher cancer rates.  

It is a hard balancing act, and our culture is vulnerable. Our culture is being lost in a number of 

areas. It is not a static thing, it is dynamic. This region is one of the last areas to have school 
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systems (1950-60s). We are traditionally a transient culture but when we had to reside in the 

village for the children to attend school, we lost a lot of culture. This was a change to being 

taught verbally instead of learning by observing and doing. There may be positive benefits to 

employment, but too much time away from the communities can cause problems. NYAC mine 

had a community, rather than just an encampment. The separation of families for extended 

periods of time is negative. The positive is obviously the jobs. 

Dave Cannon, Napaimute Native Village– The key is the unforeseen big issues: what if barges 

can’t make it to Jungjuk? What is the contingency? Dredging would be a big concern for people 

up and down the river. What if there isn’t enough acid buffering material on-site? Where is the 

site where you would get more carbon material? The word “ensure” is not a good word to use 

because nothing can be ensured. We’d like to see a plan to minimize invasives. When they do 

come into the region, how would they be taken care of? One particular risk is the heavy 

equipment needed for the pipeline construction. The project should [provide for on-going water 

quality monitoring on the Kuskokwim River. There is sure to be an incident on the river with 20 

years of barging so we want to know about the fuel containment materials. The EIS should 

analyze mercury off-gassing from the waste rock.  

Question & Answer Open Forum: 

Q: Dave Cannon, Napaimute Native Village– Could we get an explanation of the Rapid 

Ecoregion Assessment (REA)? 

A: It’s a BLM process; a way of assessing a large region. There’s overlap of that region and the 

state region. The Kuskokwim Plan has not been updated in 20 years. Bruce Seppi also elaborated 

to say that it is a landscape scale assessment with multiple agencies working to complete a 

baseline statement in 18 months on all plants, animals, for planning purposes. It’s a current 

ecological snapshot. This one includes the Kuskokwim Region. Donlin Mine does come up in 

the discussions, but it is not a focus of the assessment. Bruce offered to provide contacts. 

Q: Bob Charles, Knik Tribe – He was given very late notice for the scoping meeting. They 

would like a separate meeting. 

A: Don explained that Amanda Shearer has been trying to connect with the tribe. The corps 

received the tribes letter recently, and tried to get in touch several times.  The Corps wants to 

give them the information they need. Amanda will talk further with Bob.  

Q: Nick Enos, Donlin Gold: Could I get more details on the contaminated sculpin study on 

Crooked Creek? Matt Varner from BLM conducted the study, and Teresa McPherson from BLM 

provided a copy to Donlin Gold. . 

Taylor Brelsford, URS – In regard to the Scoping Process, we applaud agencies on joining in 

the scoping meetings and offering comments today. To provide more timely information on the 

discussions during the scoping meetings, we’ve put together quick issues summaries, of about 

two pages length, for the first four communities. We’ll post several more this week. Following 

scoping, we welcome the agencies participation in the on-going process to develop building-

blocks in the EIS, including the chapter 1 on purpose and Need and chapter 2 on Alternatives.  

We also continue to meet in the bi-weekly cooperating agency meetings. This has been a process 

of robust collaboration to date, and we are grateful for the effort the agencies are putting into 

this.  
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Gary Mendivil, ADEC – Let me describe a “kumbaya moment”.  We are climbing a mountain 

together and we will reach the top. It will be worth it, but it will be painful along the way. We 

will fall into regulatory crevasses. This will be a long process, over two years. The key thing to 

remember is that Don and Taylor will be our mountain guides. The fog will lift. It is like raising 

teenagers. Constantly remind them to do their homework. We want a legally defensible 

document at the end. 

David Seris, U.S. Coast Guard -  Let us know as early as you can if there will be a pipeline 

bridge river crossing because permitting that, would be under our jurisdiction. In regard to the 

dredging, the Kuskokwim River is not a federally maintained channel. 

The meeting adjourned early at 4:30 pm. 
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Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation 

Responsible for protecting human health and the environment 

• Develop regulatory standards and other requirements for protection of human 
health and the environment 

• Issue permits and other authorizations for emissions, discharges, and disposal 
and monitor compliance with those authorizations 

• Oversee oil discharge prevention and contingency planning  

• Conduct oil spill drills to lower the probability and severity of spills 

• Monitor and report on the quality of the environment and  changes that could 
impact human health 

• Educate and assist the public, communities, businesses and industry on all 
forms of environmental matters 

• Work with federal agency counterparts at the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA), Corp of Engineers, Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Pipeline and 
Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA) and others on federal 

environmental law and how it is applied in Alaska. 

• Investigate violations and enforce state environmental law 

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (42 U.S.C. 4321-4347) does not require 
protection of the environment. NEPA simply requires agencies to consider and inform 
the public and the decision makers. It is the other laws and regulations that lead to 
protective standards for the environment. 

  
 “Other statutes may impose substantial environmental obligations on 
 federal agencies, but NEPA merely prohibits uninformed – rather than 
 unwise – decisions.”  [Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council- 1989) 

 
Federal Law 

• Clean Water Act (Section 404, 402, 401) – 33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq 

• Clean Air Act (Section 309) 42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq 

• Oil Pollution Act of 1990 – 33 U.S.C. 2701-2761 

• Endangered Species Act (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq)/ Essential Fish Habitat 

• Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) 

• National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) 

Alaska Law 

• AS 46.03 - Environmental Conservation 

• AS 46.04 - Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Control 

• AS 46.14 - Air Quality Control 

• AS 17.20 – Alaska Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act 
 

• 18 AAC 30 – Environmental Sanitation 

• 18 AAC 31 – Alaska Food Code 

• 18 AAC 50 – Air Quality Control 

• 18 AAC 60 – Solid Waste Management 

• 18 AAC 62 – Hazardous Waste 

• 18 AAC 70 – Water Quality Standards 

• 18 AAC 75 – Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Control 
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PERMITTING AUTHORITY NEPA ANALYSIS 

  

Air Emissions Air Emissions – Total for Entire Project 

     Construction Permits – Power Plant         Pipeline Project Emissions 

      Operating Permits – Power Plant                Construction Emissions 

                Operations Emissions 

  

         Mine Project Emissions 

                Construction Emissions 

                Operations Emissions- 

  

         Port Project Emissions 

                 Construction Emissions 

                 Operations Emissions 

     Open Burn Permits – Land Clearing          Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

  

Wastewater Discharges / Water Quality Wastewater Discharges / Water Quality 

      Mine Tailings Facility Discharge Permit                  Mine Tailings Facility Discharges 

      Wastewater Treatment and Disposal Permit                  Mine Processing Facility Discharges 

      Domestic Wastewater Permit (Camp)                  Domestic Wastewater Permit (Camp) 

      Domestic Wastewater Permit (Construction)                  Domestic Wastewater Permit (Construction) 

      Stormwater Program General Permit                 Pipeline Construction Stormwater Discharges 

      Hydrostatic Test Water Discharge (pipeline)  

      Water Quality Certification of Fill Permit                 Section 404 Permit – Wetlands Permit 

       Water Quality Monitoring Plan Approval  

       Quality Assurance Project Plan  

  

Solid Waste Solid Waste  

     Industrial Waste Monofill Solid Waste Permit                Mine Tailings Plan 

     Integrated Waste Management Permit                 Reclamation and Closure Plan 

     Proof of Financial Responsibility                                 
(in consultation with DNR) 

               Post Closure Monitoring 

     Reclamation and Closure Plan  

  

Spill Prevention and Response Spill Prevention and Response 

      Fuel Storage Tank Authorizations     Fuel Storage/Transport 

      Fuel Transport Vessel Spill Response Plans     Effect of potential fuel spills on  land and water 

  

Environmental Health Environmental Health  

      Drinking Water System Permit      Effect of population increases on local drinking 
water systems 

      Food Service Permit       Mercury issues 

  

Contaminated Sites Contaminated Sites 
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